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Response to OfiBeeAetiOD dated October 28, 2005 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-19 are pending with this p^. Qaims 1-19 are rgected. Applicant s amending 
QlaiiDs 1, 10, and 1 1 and is canceling claim 20 without prejudice. 

Applicant acknowledges witfidrawal of the objection to claim 10. 



Other Amendments 

Applicant is amending claims 1, 10, and 11 to replace "coirespon-ling" [with 
"corresponding to" in order to correct a typographical eiror. ' 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. § 102 

Claims 1-19 are rejected under 35 U^.C. 102(b) as being antlclpnted by USFN 
5,727^ (Cook). 

Regarding claim 1, Applicant is amending the claim to include the featur^ of 
"detemiining a second fiictor corresponding to a plurality of specified aspects of tl e respbnse 
that includes a conrectuess measure of tlie response and a delivery characterisd : measure 
associated with presenting the response by the user** in order to clarify what is bdi g claiAied. 
(Emphasis added.) The amendment is sq)ported by Ifae specification as originally filed. For 
example, the specification discloses (Page 193, line 2 to page 194, lines 2. EnQ>hasis i dded.): 

Feedback, similar to flie questions and responses described above, may be ' 
delivered in various forms of multimedia including wittiout limitation, text, aw io, 
video, animation, virtual reality and real-time audio and video. The neccssiry 
feedback required is calculated by a combination of factors such as siude it's 
overall progress tbrou^ fte simulation and various aspects of student's spec fic ' 
response to the question including: eorrectness as objectively conq>axed to lie 
prerecorded responses; voice volume, speed and stress levels; ottier aspects A 
degree of correctness or a congruency fector is determined fiom these fimctic as. 
External evaluators can also evaluate any or all of these factors and other facte is. 
The external evaluators or the ICAT without tiie external evaluators' assistance 
may then direct the feedback required. The combination of the ICAT and i oy 
external evaluators makes vp a "virtual director engine." External evahiatois t an 
include domain expats and other inputs external to the simulation Aat t an 
provide inputs to the simulation. 

As claimed in claim 1, a level of congtttency is determined fiom a conectness of flu respolnse 
fiom the user and firam a deUvery characteristic of the response (e.g., voice vohmie^ i peed, had 
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stress levels) that i$ presented by the user. Applicant included a dmilflr feature i i claidi 20, 
which depended from claim h and is consequently canceling claim 20 without pnsjud ce. 
The Office Action alleges that Cook teaches (Page 4, section 6): 

Regarding claim 20, The method of claim 1, wherein one of the plm-alit ' of 
specified aspects includes a delivery characteristics associated with the resp^ mse 
from the user [see C S. L 46-55]. 

Cook discloses (Column 5, lines 46-55* Bn^ihasis added.): 

Tn a preferred embodiment of this invention, diverse agent behaviors are han> lied 
unifonnly by a single means. The diverse behaviors include mcoumge and 
feedback, providing meta-cognitive help on ongoing instruction, manflgin{ or 
controlling and individualizing computer based instruction to the studcit*s 
learning modes, and assistance with assignment mariagement Tlieses div ?rse 
behaviors are selected from a set of potentially ^ropriate candidate behavi 
This set of candidate behaviors is ordered and the hi^est ranked behaviors are 
chosen. 

Cook merely discloses behaviors manifested by an a ^t (which is defined in Cock as ing 
agent software togethw with data it references executing in an ABI systan, coL 9-li aes 18!-19) 
and does not even suggest "a delivery characteristic measure associated witli pre: entin^ the 
response by the usct." 

Applicant is amending claim 10 to include a similar feature of 'logic tliat dc termimes a 
second fector corresponding to a plurality of specified aspects of the respcmse ihat includbs a 
correctness measure of the response and a delivery characteristic measure assoc ated Ivilh 
presenting the response by ttie user." Also, Applicant is amending claim 1 1 to mdude he feahue 
of "a code segment that determines a second factor corresponding to a plurality o ' specified 
sheets of the response that includes a correctness measure of the response and i delivery 
characteristic measure associated with presenting the response by the user." Thus, clai ns 10 land 
11 are patOTtable of at least die above reasons. Moreover, claims 2-9 and 12^19 ultimately 
depend from claim 1 and U, respectively, and arc not anticipated for at least the abo^ereaw 
Applicants request reconsideration of claims 1-19« I 
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AU objections and rejections have been addressed. Hence, it is respectfully su unitted that 
the presait plication is in csondition for allowanee, and a notice to that efifeot s earnestly 
solicited. 



Date: January 23, 2006 



Re^ectfuUy submitted. 



Kometh F. Smolik 
Registration No. 44,344 
BANNER & WITCOJTF, . .TD. 
10 S. Wackec Drive, Suite 3000 
Chicago, IL 60606-7407 
Telephone; 312-463-500) 
Facsimile: 3 12-463-500. 
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